Juk1,1998

P.S. ProtestNo. 9 8-05

WO RLD PAK, INC.

Requestfor Prequa Mication

D GEST

Protestoffailir to be inclided on ktofprequalfied supp krs for CPAS
sen/ce is dismissed in partand denied in part Obgctions to te £ms of
te prqualficaton staement are untime ¥ raised; revmew of te
enallation oftte prokestr3 pregualMficaton submission does notdiscbse
any basis onwhich te enallation may be o\ertumed.

DECSDN

WorBPak, Ihc., protest its failire to be prequalied for tt e prousion ofsen4ces in
supportoft e PostallSe nice 3 G bba lPack age Link product

A Commerce Business Daik notice issued by Headquartrs Purc asing directd
inerestd parties to e PostallSensce I Purc asing Business Opportunities w eb-
sie, where a prequalfication statmentw as postd. The statmentis reproduced
in fu lin t e margin.*

. CPAS DATA Support/n aint nance

The Unitd Stats PostalSendce (USPS)is seeking  prequalfy sources for tie
com petitine se Bction of its expiring contract for hfom ation €ch nobgy work t
support tte G bballPack age Link product, inc biding Customs Pre-Ad\sory Senjce
(CPAS)supportand maintnance. htrstd offrors mustsubmitt eir prequa Mica-
tions pack age by December2, 199 7.

[A]l. NTRODUCTON

(Footnot continued on nextpage.)
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The USPS is seeking o pre-gualfy \endors for e com petitinve se Bction of a sup-
pErto operat its CPAS systm.

CPAS is a USPS proprie tary softw are system which enablls inte mationallde hery of
merch andise in an expeditious manner. The software enablls foreign customs offi-
ciall © ¢ Ictionica® prenvew te phnned shipmentbefor itammwes in country, al
bwing tem 1 decide which packages tiey wish to physicalf inspect Those pack -
ages notneeding inspection are clared t rough customs forde hery to consumers.

The CPAS Systm operatormustde hera “tum-key”’solition enabbhg tte USPS 1o
easif intractw it foreign customs and t e foreign de Rery agent CPAS proudes a
ful“énd-o-end”’Ink between te maillr, te USPS and te ullimat customerin tie
foreign country.

Curnentl, USPS ow ned hardw are and softw are is in phce performing te needed
functions. The USPS is seeking a suppkr to perform te necessary softw are main-
tnance, t Bcomm unications, com putr operations, customer support, data base
manageme nt, and any ot er necessary "troub Ish ooting" to successfu lf supportt e
G bballPack age Link and otier int mationallmerch andise fulihentsendces. The
CPAS systm is designed t function as bott an outbound (foreign destinations)
and an in-bound (o U.S. destinations)custom s pre-ad\sory systm.

htrstd OfErors mustsubmita pre-qualfication package by December 2, 199 7.
The instructions are as folbw s.

B. PURPOSE OF TH IS ANNO UNCEMENT

USPS expect to pre-qualfy an adequat num berofbestqualfied \endors who meet
te OoBwing rrquirment. A writien sokitation may or may notbe issued in te
future. The USPS resenes te rghtt rstict any potntallsokitation to t ose
pre-qua Mfied \endors.

C. NSTRUCTIONS TO O HERORS

htrstd Offrors mustsubmita pre-qualficaton package t at addresses te fol
bwing itms:

Contactinform ation: Your com pany name, m aibhg address, contact® I-
ph one num ber, fax num ber, e-m ailaddress, and w eb page address.

A brie fdescription oft e com pany and a de m ons tration offinancia k tatus,
inc Bding cunentfinanciak tat me nts, annua e port, e tc.

Each itm undert e pre-quaication critria section ktd be bw m ustbe
addressed.

Pre -g ua Mication response Ingtt m ay be no more t an tw enty-fine (25)
pages singll sided wit a fontsize ofat Bast10. One e Bctronic copy in Mi-
crosoftW ord \ersion 6.0 is required.

Forw ard your response t tie Purch asing Department, Atin: Terry Dow ner
US PostallSe nvce, 475 LEnfant Phza SW Room 454 1, W ash ington DC

(Footnot continued on nextpage.)
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20260-6238. TDOW NER@ emailusps.gov Responses mustbe receined by
December2. 1997. No t Iphone call willbe acceptd.

D. PRE-QUALIHCATION CRITERIA

1.Past R rform ance

Provde at Bast 3 rfrences for softw are design and de\e bpment e flors kting:
Com pany name, cunent contact name, current € Eph one num ber, contract num ber
ifappkabll, and a brie Fparagraph describing e work e flort

2.

[3] Mustbe capabll of performing te folbwing: (Describe, in 10 pages or Iss,

Listspecific experience with :

CEnt involled in at BastImilbn do s annua® in int mationallcom m e rce
CENt rquiring foreign custom s clarance

CEnNt shippingAe ceivng 100,000 orm ore units per annum to/Aiom t ree or
m ore foreign countries.

your e xpe rience or abi lty)

Manage me ntofexisting h ardw are Aoftw are infrastructure which inclides -
t Bprocessorbased w ork stations, Eth e metbased netw orks, Nowe BNe tw ork
and Window s 95 operating sysems, AS 400 ard it cture, FTP, asynch ro-
nous and ED I com m unications protocoll, and DB2 and SQLSe nerdatabases.
Customs brokerage requirement to inc bde producth am onization w it ap-
pkabl trfk.

G bba ke Icom m unications and ne tv ork ing capabi lties, inc Bding E BIctronic
Data htraange. OfFsit instalktion ofh ardw are Aoftw are.

Training ofFUSPS, foreign postallofficiall, and custom s officiall in tie opera-
tion and functionalty oft e softw are.

Pronde h ardw are m ainte nance on installd equipment

Provide custom ersupportforh ardw are and softw are

[4]. Describe offeror's abilty to supp ¥ qualfied personne lat USPS H Q and at 6-10
operatonakits t rough outt e U.S. and its possessions to inc bide:

Com pute r ope rators
Netw ork speciakts
[SJoftw are engineers

5. Abilty for contractor's em p byees to traxe lintt mationa & on sh ortnotice t per-
form softw are £ ardw are /& Bcom m unication instalktion, troub Bsh ooting, and train-

ing.

Renum bered zem ph asis in originalsome em ph asis om itied.
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F\e com panies, inc biding W orBPak , subm itied pre qua Mication pack ages. By Bt
trdatd March 9, 1998, WorBPak was adused t atit “does not prequalfy for
[te]rquirmentforte folbwing reasons:””

PastRrfomance - ... [YJouwer 1 provde at Bastt ree refrences
for softw are design and de\e bpmente flors. W orBPak did not rspond
1 t e crieron.

I

Abi My for contractor? em p byees 1 trane lintt mationa lf on sh ortnotice
t perform softw are A/ ardw are /& Bcom m unications instalktion, troub -
sh ooting, and training. W orBPak proposes tie abilly to meettis crite-
rion, buth as notcune ntcapabi By d[ue ] o insuflicientsize.

WorBPak 3 proestwas dattd March 19. The protstobpct to te tms ofte

prequa Mication statment, contending t atitmisrepresents te nature of CPAS,
and t atitoerstatts te PostalSen4ce 3 needs. The protstallo contnds t at
WorBPak 3 submission was “§trong enough to justfy our being prequalfied,””t at
t e grounds cittd for not prequalfying itwere “Flisory,””’and t at W orBPak w as
penalked for being a sm albusiness.

More specificall, WorBPak contnds “t at CPAS does not do what te [pre-
gua Mication statme nt] says itdoes, and t att e PostallSe nice does notneed a
contractor to perform alof te functions calld for in [it].”” WorBPak cont nds
tatithas ofered i customers paperllss int matonallsmaBMpackage de Nery
sen/ce w it outcontracting forh ardw are or softw are support

WorlBPak asserts tatte staementmisstatts te type ofcustoms clarance af
forded by CPAS, and oxerstatts tte CPAS contractor? roll, and tattte o\er
staements are intnded t benefit te incumbent contractor. It describes te
staement? requirment as a mishmash and questions te need for sexerallof
tem. WorBPak asserts its be Eft atte PostalSen4ce shoull perform some of
t e contractor3 functions itse E

Wit respectto tte bases on which itwas found note Igib B for prequa Mication,
WorBPak nots t atalk ough its submission noted t atitw as “hotin t e business
of softw are design and de\e bpment,>”and t us coull not promde refrences for
it work in ©t atarea, its submission furt ernottd t atithad worked wit “& num -
ber ofexce Entsoftw are design and de\e bpment com panies”’which coull sens
as subcontractors, and t atitwoull “promde detaill of tt 0se subcontractors ””in
it formallresponse o te sokitation. WorBPak contnds t att e PostalSe nace
had “ho reason . . . © doubt’itt “abilty to perform what\er CPAS-re hted soft
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ware work te PostallSenice needs.”” According o W orBPak , its submission w as
notdeficientas o tis itm.?

Wit respectto tte foreign trane Irequirrment, WorBPak nots t atit rcited its
abilty to proumde bcalsupport for Unitd Statts ckEnt and “to traxe Binte mation-
al} as required”” “tt rough its own staffand . . . business partners,””’and t atit
woull suppEmentits capabities as needed t rough additionalpersonne B emp by-
ees ofits business partners, and subcontractd emp byees, and t atdetaill ofits
phns woull be promded in its form ablsubm ission.

WorBPak stats t atte contention t atit hcks cunentcapabilty in tis respect
iIs “prepostrous”’because itasserted t atithad te capabilty, and t atitcoull
not be expecttd t© address te requirmentfurtter tt an ithad because te re-
quest“faifled] to make clar psthow much foreign trane lw as required.”” W orll-
Pak allo faulk te rrquirmentas owerstating t e PostallSen4ce 3 needs, noting
tatte PostallSendce may notbe installhg much hardw are or softw are in foreign
countries and, ifitis, itmakes more sense  hawe te work done by bcalsubcon-
tractors.

Fnal}, WorBPak contnds t atte PostallSence unfairk enalbiated itbecause of
i smallsize, noting t at it submission had asserted t at te prequalficaton

staementimproperk conemphttd t atonk krge contractors witt extnsine in-
h ouse capabilties coull perform, albb ough W orBPak had demonstratd t rough it

prior expenence t atitcoull perform t rough it business mode Bof “a4 netw ork of
carrfull sellcted, managed and monitored business partners and \endors.””
WorBPak asserts t at its improper dow nrating in tis respectwas inconsistnt
witt te PM 3 prowusions encouraging tie inclision of smaBbusinesses in tie

PostaISe nice 3 supp Brbase, ciing PM 3.2.1.a. and 3.5.2.e.1.

The contracting officer3 staement responding to te proestinclides tte folbw -
ing points:

— WorlPak 3 obpctions to te tms ofte prequalfication staementare
untime ¥ raised, and tattiey coull be tme F raised onk¥ prior to te sub-

2 W orBPak cites Purch asing Manual(PM)2.1.7.c.(c), which provdes in part

IFa new F-estabkh supp Er cannot provde past perform ance inform ation, te past
perform ance oftie suppEr3 key personne Bon simibr propct may be exalatd.

WorBPak notes tattwo ofits key personne Iwere form allpostallemp byees deep ¥ innolled in the
de\e bpm entofCPAS, and t at from conside ration oft atexperience “ftw oull h axe been clar t at
[WorBPak ] possess[es]tie necessary capabi ly.
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mission of e prequalfication pack ages under te exampll of PM 3.6.4.b
(goneming protst against te €tms of sokitations apparent before tie
dat setforte receiptofinitalproposall) or not hter tt an 10 days afer
t e basis oftte prokestis known under PM 3.6.4.d (co\ering cases otier
t an t ose invo lling im proprie ties in a so kitation).®

— The contracting officer responds ™ W orBPak 3 \arious ch allnges to te
tms ofte prequalfication seeEmenton teirment. Thatrsponse noks
t at G bba IPack age Link and CPAS “are faste\o ling,””and according ¥ t at
te know Bdge of WorBPak 3 principall conceming tem “fay be datd.””
hany exent, te factt atsome gonemments h ave notutiked alofCPAS 3
capabilies does notnegat te prequalficaton statment3 representations
oft ose capabi Mes.

— The PostalSenvce has alays fTull outsourced CPAS, and intnds t
continue to do so. Whill WorBPak may disagree wit t atdecision, “fijtis
notte rol ofan offeror to decide whatwork tte USPS shoull perform in-
house and wh atw ork itsh oull contractout””

— The prequalficaton staement? crikrna do notim properk fanor tie in-
cumbent They are broad¥ statd, and accurat ¥ describe te require-
ment for pregua Mication.

— WorBPak was properk exclided from being prequalfied. Under PV
3.5.2.a, notallguaied supp Ers need be inchded on te ktofprequalfied
suppEkrs ifasmallr group ofsuppErs wiBprovde adequat com petition,
orifsome suppEkrs are considerab ¥ more qualfied t an otiers. H ere, bot
conditions are met The tree suppEkrs which were prequalfied w i Bprovde
adequat com petition, and t ose suppkrs were ginen substantal} higher
enabation scores ttanwas WorBPak .

— WorlBPak was properk exchlded from prgqualficaton on te tWwo
grounds citd by te contracting officer. WorBPak faild t proude any
refrences conceming softw are design, as te prequaMication staementire-
questd, nordid itdescribe its subcontractors or tt 0se subcontractors “per-
sonne Bin its submission.

SThe fistoftiese alkkmatives is comect Ourdecisions h ave consistnty teatd te prequa lica-
tion staementas a so kitation for purposes ofdettmining te time bhess ofa proestofte tms
ofte stakment See, e.g., JW. Batson Company, hc., P.S. Protest No. 88-44, Noxember 1,
1988 ;W .M. Sch bsser Com pany, hc., P.S. ProtstNo. 93-30, March 9, 199 4.
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— The PostallSe nace enallators coull notenallat te pastperformance of
WorBPak 3 key personne I because its submission did notidentfy any key
personne |

— Conceming tte need forsoftw are de\e bpment, “CPAS requires on-going

. support for softw are enh ancements and customized re\sions [tO sup-
portits users, whohawe]indivdualked requirment t atare unique t each
county 3 postalland customs requirrment and processes. . . . [The data-
base in CPAS needs constantm ainte nance and upgrades.””

— Whill WorBPak stated ¢t atitwoull hire personne B subcontract, or part
nerto meette foreign trane Irequirement, itresened any detaill © it for-
malrsponse to te sokitation. The contracting office r prope r¥ conc hided
tatit khcked cunent capabilties in tis regard, and t atits description of
how itwoull staffup w as inadequate.

— Tote extentt atWorBPak questions e requirrmentfor foreign tra\e |l
te cument contractor has been tasked sexeralltimes to dispatch troubll-
shooting tams t resolle problIms experenced abroad. There may be in-
stances inwhich hardw are and softw are are © be instald abroad.

— WorlPak 3 size was nothe B againstitby tte enallators. One ofte
fims which was qualfied is a smalbusiness. Ianswered te prequalfica-
tion staement “n it entirty,””and “proMd[ed] tte USPS wit a complit
soliton.”” WorlBPak, in contrast, resened detaill ofits sollition o te it
response t a furt erso kitation.

h awnten rrsponse o tte contracting officer? staement, WorBPak ritratd
Iits prenous Mew s and provded additionallcomments:

— “WorBPak be B\es tattte ... complt outsourcing of CPAS has been
ahuge mistake.”” WorBPak is qualfied to reach such a conclision by \rtue
of tte experience of its principall, and its commerciallexpernence, and it
“fa[s] a sincere and strong desire o see GH_succeed.”” ltwrot it pre-
gua Mication package from t at perspectine, expecting “tatwe woull be
abll to address how we woull . . . sane tte PostallSenice millbns ofdol
hrs whill enh ancing CPAS in our form allresponse.”” ltw as not fair to deny
W orBPak t at opportunity because itdid not accept “te PostallSen4ce 3
mistaken vew oftte CPAS 3 contractor3 properroll.””

— Whill aprospectine offror “hormall . . . shoull rrspond to te require-
ments identified . . . wit outquestioning tem,””t atis notte case here
because CPAS 3 managers haxe “abdicatd teir responsibity . . . .””The
PostallSenjce 3 enoris shown, forexampll, by teir misguided insist nce
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onhawvng t e same contractor proMding senAces such as customs h arm oni-
zation support as we Bas hardware and software support, which woull
more bgical} be provded by difle re ntcontractors.

— WorlPak 3 protst againstte tms of te prequalficaton staement
was time F because itrasonab b be Exed tatte postallenalbators woull
know tatits description of CPAS contained misrepresentations and exag-
geratons, and tat te enallators woull not use te descripion or tie
staement“to te extentttey...wer inconect””

— WorlPak coull not properk hawe been found “Considerab ¥ Wss quak
fied””tan te oter firms evalatd, since ithad sexeralstiengtt s t ose
firm s did notpossess.

— Since te prequalficaton statmentdid not“prone . . . an accurat idea
ofwh atfunctions tt e CPAS contractor w ou Bl be performing,””W orBPak h ad
“howay o know which subcontractors [itjw oull be using and to wh ate x-
tnt””

— WorlPak 3 prequalication pack age did promde sufficientinform ation
albw te enalation ofits pastperform ance and @ atofit principal.

h aconfrence onit protest WorBPak raised t e fo Bbw ing additona lpoints:

— Neiterofte rationalls onwhich itwas found deficientare pstified ;ac-
cording b, WorlBPak 3 protstmustbe sustained.

— Ofkrors responding © a prequalfication staementmay re ¥ on its p hin
meaning. “An offrormusth ave notice ofte factors tat. .. coull e hi-
nat te offer from com pe tition. **Citing Adams-McChire, Ihc., P.S. Protst
No. 95-51, February 26, 199 5.

— Ofte e rrquirrment setoutin tte stakement, onk te first pastper
formance, calld for rfrences ;and onk te second, specific eXxpenrence,
sough t “§pecific”’inform ation. W orBPak was dow nratd on¥ witt respect
O te firtrquirmentand te fiftt, int mationalltraxe | and according ¥
conclides t atitmette remaining t ree.

— The foreign trane Irequirementdid not callfor re Erences or descriptions
of specific experience. WorBPak 3 response, which “Statd w it out
equinvocation””t atitcoull meette requirrment, coull noth axe been defi-
cientin tte absence ofany indicaton in te staementofte fiequency or
destinations fortte trane 1 The contracting officer3 jjstificaton for W orB-
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Pak 3 deficiency in t at respect “makes itseem as ifte ... rquirment
w as a proxy for oferorsize >Zifso, size shoull h axe been astatd factor.

— WorlBPak reasonab ¥ understood softv are design and de\e bpment
hawe its usuallmeaning, and responded, consisentw it t atunderstanding,
t atitwas notin t atbusiness and t© us coull notpromMde refrences. Fur-
terhowe\er, itdescribed its prior work witt subcontractor softw are de-
signers and de\e bpers, and described, t rough out its pack age, Its expen-
ence and abilty “h receivng, editing, reform atting, and transm itting cus-
tom er-provded data.””

— Itis clar from te contracting officer3 staementtatwhill “Softw are
design®™may h axe been a significantrequirrmentoft e initallcontract wh at
iIs now required is for “inform ation €ch nobgy””w ork, ofwhich te mostim-
portant is database management Had tat rquirrment been properk
stattd, WorBPak coull hane more t an adequat ¥ responded by identifying
Iits experence and rrferences in t atrgard.

Two ofte oter participants in te prequalMication submitied comment support
ing © e contracting officer3 \ew ofte proest

D ISCUSSDN

Tote extentt atWorBPak obpcts to te tms ofte prequalfication stat me nt,
its obpctions are clarf untme k. If as itcontnds, te staementmisch arackr-
izes e CPAS systm, itwas aw are oftt ose misch aract rizatons from te txtof
te staement, and itm ay notpostpone its proestw it regard to t ose errors untill
itperceines tatithas beenfhamed by tem. Sunbe k Propertes, hc. —On Re-
conside ration, Com p. Gen. Dec. B-245729.5, 92-1 CFD | 528, June 18, 199 2.
Is contention tatitwas entithd o re f on its be kEft atte PostallSe nMce un-
derstood t att e statmentw as incorrectand, according ¥, woull notr ¥ on itis
paradoxicall To te contrary, prospectine offerors sh oull expect t at contracting
agencies willactconsisenth wit te tms ofsokitation document.

WorBPak 3 obpction to tte requirrment t at prospectine offerors dem onstrate
teir abilty to design and de\e bp softw are is allo untime ¥ raised. Any inconsis-
tncy between t atevallaton critrion and te prequalfication staement3 de-
scription ofte PostallSen4ce 3 requirrments as statd, e.g., in te second sen-
ttnce ofte fourtt paragraph of t e htroduction (“The USPS is seeking . . . .”)
and in te btofsen/ces in citeron D.3 was, orshoull h a\e been, apparent on
te face oftte staement kh te face of t atinconsistncy, t e prospectine sup-
pEkErhad two alkematies: Icoull inquire seeking c hrificaton of t e contracting
officer? intntbefore ofers were due, oritcoull frame its response to te first
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critrion in €tms ofte staement? description of te work t© be performed.
Hawung faild © anaillite Foftese akEmatine, WorBPak may notnow com p hin
tatte critrion onerstated e PostallSe nAce T needs.

Fnal}, WorBPak 3 obgctions to tte PostallSe ndce 3 approach t te prowusion of
CPAS senice are bott untime ¥ and ine Inant A prospectine offe ror cannot e x-
pectits proposallto be enxallated on te basis ofits unstatd intntion  proceed
on a basis diferent from tatsokitd. I an offeror be B\es t at an approacth

otterttan t atrequestdis preferabll, itmustexpress t ose be B so as to albw

t e contracting agency t consider th at approach and t© re\se its procurement
document o as to albw ot er prospectine supp Ers to propose on a simibr basis.

This office phys a Inied roll in r\vewing te tchnicallenallaton of
prequa Micaton or simihr inform aton submited by a potntalofk ror.
Such a rexew affords considerabl discretion  t e contracting officer
and t e enxallators. The tcinicallde t m inations ofa contracting officer
wilnotbe onertumed unllss tey are arbitrary, capricious, or otierw ise
unsupported by substantiallendence. The prokestr bears te burden of
onercoming te “presumption of conectness””which accom panies te
staement of contracting officers. Accordingh, we revew|[] te ew-
dence on te record T detrmine wheter itsupports [te proestrd]
cont ntions of arbitrariness, inconsisency or unequallteatment. . . .
The enalbiaton ofa proposalin ustbe based on factors outhed in te so-
kitation, and contractors subm iting pre qua Mication pack ages are ent-
tld 0 te same consisentappkation ofstaked evallaton critna, not
onf o teirown proposall butto teir com petitors as we B

W .M. Sch bsser Com pany, Ihc., supra. (Citations and foothots omited.)

The contracting officer has fumished us t e prequalfication pack ages ofte suc-
cessfullprospective oferors and of WorBPak, togeterwit te evaliators “com -
ment and enallaton scores on each oft e pack ages.

Renew of WorBPak 3 enallation indicats tatit rceined Bss t an fuBlscores
with respectto alline oft e enallation critra, notustte two citd by te con-
tracting officer. As to te second factor, itwas fauled for nothawung a cEnt
sh ipping 100,000 units per annum t t ree countries. (khad indicated t atith ad
a ckntwhich had shipped 100,000 units o tw o countries but tat no cknt
woull ship 100,000 units @ rough WorBPak in 1997.) As to te tird factor,
W orBPak was criticized for being dependent on subcontractors for ED I e xpe rtise,
for Kcking in-h ouse experence in hardw are and softw are instalktion and m aint -
nance, for faiblhg to documentits pastexperience wit respectto training, and for
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hck ing specificity in describing its partnering stratgy. As t te fourtt require-
ment, which WorlBPak stated itwoull meett rough subcontracting and business
partnering, itw as fauled for failhg t discuss te specific emp bymentcatgories
described in t e factor. Because oftie deficiencies notd, WorlPak 3 otalle\all-
atd score was onlk aboutone-tird of tte scores ofte firms which were pre-
qualfied. *

The scoring of W orBPak 3 prequaMication package was consisentwit te con-
tnt ofte package. s submission recits its abilties and past pe rformance onk
in generaltems,> w it out specifics, asserting its intention to recit specifics in a
subsequent proposal WorBPak shoull have understood t atin doing so, it ran
tie risk ofnotadvancing o tie nextround.®

4 Afer each prequalfication package was scored as  each of e f\e evaliation points, t ose
scores were mullipkd by indivduallweigh ing factors. The crikria used in prequalfication are
“Supp E r-spe cific pe rform ance e\aliation critria’’(PM 3.5.2.c.) When such critria ar used, “te
sokitation [or, here, te prequalfication package] must indicat te r ktine significance of te
identified pe rform ance enaliation factors . . . .”> PM 2.1.7.d. Because tis prequalfication pack age
pronvded no guidance conce ming te re htinve weigh toft e fe evallation criteria, te use oftese
weigh s was inappropriat. Cf. Lingtc, hcorporatd, Comp. Gen. Dec. B-208777, 83-2 CPD
f 279. August 30, 1983. (“Where . . . e RAP fail o indicat te re htine im portance of te
enaliation critra, . . . ofErors may properk assume t at allh axve equallimportance . . . .”) The
ermoneous use oftiese weighing factors did notadverse ¥ afectW orBPak since its weigh d score
was higherthan its unweigh td score. TRW HnancialSystms, hc., P.S. ProestNo. 91-19, May
29, 1991.

5> WorBPak 3 briefsubmission (sexen pages, incliding a co\er page and a one-page financials tat -
ment), is stiking for it apparentk intntonalldecision not o identfy by name any ofits cknts,
subcontractors, or business partners.

The submission was allo Ess tan fortht coming in identifying WorBPak 3 personne I (Whill te
protstrtalls exception © a Dun and Bradstreetstatmenton which te contracting officer r kd
which stated t atW orBPak had onk t ree em pbyees, itconceded atits proestconfrence t atits
comect conpImentwas four.) On¥F one individuall WorBPak 3 president, ktd as WorBPak 3
contactbutti e extentofwhose imvolementw it te eflortis nototerwise stated, is named in te
pre qua Mication package. Whill tie prequalfication staementspoke ofempbyees h auvng particu br
qua Mications (e.g., as attomeys, former postallemp byees, orh avng fam i bty w it Japanese) no
empbyee witt any qualfication was named. We cannot fauk t e contracting officer for failhg
considerth ese unidentified indivduall as “fey personne 17

®*We rpctWorBPak I crabbed and form aktic suggestion t at e pregualfication statment did
notconempht te submission by prospectinve offrors of detailld rsponses o each ofit e
exaliation crit ria.

h an anabgous situation, when a request for proposall calld for a detailld exp knation how te
offrorwoull satisfy te specific rquirment ofa sokitation, an offror3 response t atitunder
stood and woull compl witt each ofte sexeralvarious rrquirment was insufficient, and pro-

(Footnot continued on nextpage.)

P9 8-05 Page 11



We find no basis under tt e standard setoutaboxe t© obpctt te exchsion of
WorBPak from te prequalified bt

The protstis dismissed in partand denied in part

Willhm J. Jones
Senior Counse I
Contract Protsts and Po kies

(Continued from previous page.)
\ded a basis for finding t e offer ttch nical} unacceptabll wit outte need to provde tie offror

an opportunity © re\se or supp Imentits proposal GTE Business Com m unicaton Systms, Ihc.,
P.S. ProtestNo. 83-79, February 8, 19 84.
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